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Notice of reasons for refusal 

Japanese Patent Application No. 2003-121475 
Sending date April 15, 2008 

Reasons 

[Reason 1] 

This application does not comply with the 
requirements of Patent Law Section 37 on the points 
mentioned below. 

Notes 

The invention described in claim 1 is recognized as 
a specif ied invention and its relationship with the 
inventions described in the other claims is discussed 
below. 

Firstly, the invention described in claim 1 is a prior 
art as disclosed in cited documents 1-3 and the like listed 
below and therefore is not novel. 

Accordingly, even if the invention described in claim 
1 solves any technical problem, the problem concerned has 
already been solved prior to the filing of the subject 
application and is not an unsolved "problem" • Therefore, 
the problem concerned does not fall under a "problem" 
prescribed by Patent Law Section 37 (i) . 

Thus, between the invention described in claim 1 and 
the inventions described in the other claims, there exists 
no problem to be solved by the invention which had not been 
solved until the filing and are common to both of them. 
Therefore, the invention described in claim 1 and the 
inventions described in the other claims do not have the 
relationship prescribed by Patent Law Section 37 (i) . 

Secondly, as the invention described in claim l is 
not novel, there exists, between the invention described 
in claim 1 and the inventions described in the other claims , 
no substantial part of the invention which is novel and 
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common to both of them. 

Thus, the invention described in claim 1 and the 
inventions described in the other claims do not have the 
relationship prescribed by Patent Law Section 37 <ii) , 

Thirdly, the invention described in claim 1 and the 
inventions described in the other claims do not have any 
of the relationships prescribed by Patent Law Section 3 7 
{iii) , (iv) and (v) . 

Since the subject application is in violation of the 
provisions of Patent Law Section 37, the inventions 
described in the claims other than claim 1 are not examined 
as to the requirements concerned other than those of Patent 
Law Section 37. 

(Among the claims that have not been examined, there 
can be claims to which the reasons 2 to 5 
mentioned below are applicable ♦ When the unity is 
dissolved by amendment and the reasons 2 to 5 mentioned 
below are applicable to claims that are newly included in 
the claims to be examined, decision of refusal may be issued 
without final notification of reasons for refusal. 
Therefore, it is recommended that, on an occasion of 
amendment, whether or not the reasons 2 to 5 mentioned below 
are dissolved is investigated for all the amended claims. ) 

[Reason 2] 

1 . The invention described in the claim mentioned below 
of the subject application should not be granted a patent 
under Patent Law Section 29 (1) (iii) since it is an 
invention described in the publications mentioned below 
which were distributed or an invention made available to 
the public through electric telecommunication lines in 
Japan or foreign countries prior to the filing of the 
subject application. 

2 . The invention described in the claim mentioned below 
of the subject application should not be granted a patent 
under Patent Law Section 29(2) since it could have easily 
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been made prior to the filing of the subject application 
by a person who has common knowledge in the technical field 
to which the invention pertains, on the basis of the 
invention described in the publications mentioned below 
which were distributed or an invention made available to 
the public through electric telecommunication lines in 
Japan or foreign countries prior to the filing of the 
subject application. 

Notes (With regard to the cited documents etc., see the 

list of cited documents etc. below J 
[With regard to claim 1; Cited document 1] 
(Remarks) 

The invention described in claim 1 is identical to 
the invention disclosed in the cited document 1. 

For example, refer to FIGs. 19 and 20 and their 
corresponding descriptions and the like. 

There is described that the invention described in 
claim 1 be able to adjust the luminance of the display 
device. 

[With regard to claim 1; Cited document 2] 
(Remarks) 

The invention described in claim 1 is identical to 
the invention disclosed in the cited document 2. 

Refer to the each embodiment of the invention 
described in the specification. 

[With regard to claim 1; Cited document 3] 
(Remarks) 

The invention described in claim 1 is identical to the 
invention disclosed in the cited document 3. 

For example, refer to FIGs. 54 , 55 and 60 and their 
corresponding descriptions and the like. 

Refer to [0404] , [0481] , [0492] and [0508] and the like 
of the described invention. 
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[Reason 3] 

The invention described in the claim mentioned below 
of the subject application should not be granted a patent 
under Patent Law Section 29(2) since it could have easily 
been made prior to the filing of the subject application 
by a person who has common knowledge in the technical field 
to which the invention pertains, on the basis of an 
invention described in the publications mentioned below 
which were distributed or an invention made available to 
the public through electric telecommunication lines in 
Japan or foreign countries prior to the filing of the 
subject application. 

Notes (With regard to the cited documents etc., see the 

list of cited documents etc. below.) 
[With regard to claim 1; Cited document 1-3] 
(Remarks) 

The invention described in claim 1 could have been 
easily made by a person skilled in the art on the basis 
of the inventions described in the cited documents 1 to 
3 and a well-known art. 

[Reason 4] 

The invention described in the claim mentioned below 
of the subject application should not be granted a patent 
under Patent Law Section 29 (ii) is since it is identical 
to an invention described in the specification, claims or 
drawings of Japanese patent mentioned below filed on 
international filing date, which had been filed prior to 
the filing date of the subject application and for which 
an international official gazette was issued after the 
filing of the subject application, the inventor of the 
subject application is not identical to the inventor who 
has made the above invention according to the patent 
application prior to the filing of the subject application, 
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and the applicant of the subject application is not 
identical to the applicant of the above patent application 
at the time of filing of the subject application. 

[With regard to claim 1; prior application 4] 
(Remarks) 

The invention described in claim 1 is identical to the 
invention according to the invention disclosed in the 
embodiment of the specification of prior application 4. 

[Reason 5] 

The invention described in the claim mentioned below 
of the subject application should not be granted a patent 
under Patent Law Section 29(ii)is since it is identical 
to an invention described in the specification, claims or 
drawings originally attached to the request of the 
application for patent mentioned below, which had been 
filed prior to the filing date of the subject application 
and for which an official gazette was issued or which was 
laid open after the filing of the subject application, the 
inventor of the subject application is not identical to 
the inventor who has made the above invention according 
to the patent application prior to the filing of the subject 
application, and the applicant of the subject application 
is not identical to the applicant of the above patent 
application at the time of filing of the subject 
application. 

Notes (With regard to the cited documents etc., see the 
list of cited documents etc. below.) 

[With regard to claim 1; prior application 5] 
(Remarks) 

The invention described in claim 1 is identical to the 
invention according to the invention disclosed in the 
embodiment of the specification of prior application 5. 
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